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Before, DAVID M. KOHUT, JASON V. MORGAN, and 
ERIC B. CHEN, Administrative Patent Judges. 

KOHUT, Administrative Patent Judge. 



DECISION ON APPEAL 

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) of the final 
rejection of claims 1-8, 1 1-22, and 25-30. 1 We have jurisdiction under 35 
U.S.C. § 6(b). 

We affirm the Examiner's rejection of these claims. 



1 Claims 9, 10, 23, and 24 are indicated by the Examiner as containing 
allowable subject matter. Ans. 8. 
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INVENTION 

The invention is directed to a machine readable medium, system, and 

method for determining the geolocation of a network address through an 

automated process. If the automated process is unsatisfactory, a manual 

process is performed. See Spec. 4. Claim 1 is representative of the 

invention and is reproduced below: 

1 . A method to map a geolocation to a network address, the 
method including: 

performing at least one automated process to generate 
geolocation information for the network address; 

determining whether the at least one automated process 
generated satisfactory geolocation information for the network 
address; and 

if the automated process did not generate satisfactory 
geolocation information for the network address, then 
forwarding of the network address for manual resolution. 

REFERENCES 
Zoken US 5,944,787 Aug. 31, 1999 

Akatsu US 6,523,064 Bl Feb. 18, 2003 

REJECTIONS AT ISSUE 

Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 12-16, 18-22, and 25-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as being anticipated by Akatsu. Ans. 3-6. 

Claims 3,11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akatsu in view of Zoken. Ans. 6-8. 
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ISSUES 

Did the Examiner err in finding that Akatsu discloses: 

a. Forwarding the network address for manual resolution if the 
automated process does not generate satisfactory geolocation 
information for the network address? 

b. An automated process that runs an inexact geolocation process to 
generate the geolocation information for the network address? 

ANALYSIS 

Appellants select claim 1 as representative of the group comprising 
claims 1-2, 4-8 and 12-14. App. Br. 10. Claim 1 recites "if the automated 
process did not generate satisfactory geolocation information for the network 
address, then forwarding of the network address for manual resolution." 
Appellants argue that Akatsu only automatically references a node icon table 
when the node unique ID is not found, it does not forward the network 
address for manual resolution. App. Br. 10. In response, the Examiner 
specifically points to column 16, line 40 to column 17, line 43 of Akatsu that 
states that the geographical location of the network device can be found 
either automatically or manually. Ans. 9. Appellants do not specifically 
address the Examiner's finding. As such, we find the Examiner's finding to 
be reasonable. Thus, for the reasons stated supra, we sustain the Examiner's 
rejection of claims 1-2, 4-8 and 12-14. 

With respect to the rejection of dependent claims 3,11, and 17, 
Appellants merely argue that "Zoken also does nothing to fill the void left 
by Akatsu" with respect to independent claim 1 . App. Br. 11. We are not 
persuaded by this argument for the same reasons discussed with respect to 
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independent claims 1 and 15. Accordingly, we sustain the rejection of 
dependent claims 3,11, and 17. 

Regarding claims 15-22 and 25-30, Appellants make the same 
arguments with respect to claim 1. App. Br. 10-11. Thus, we sustain the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 15-22 and 25-30 for the reasons stated supra 
with respect to claim 1 . 

Appellants additionally argue that Akatsu does not disclose an 
automated process that includes generating the geolocation information for 
the network address by running an inexact geolocation process, as required 
by claim 8. App. Br. 10. Without addressing the Examiner's specific 
finding (Ans. 5 and 10), Appellants argue that the Abstract of Akatsu 
demands information rather than including a network address in a query. 
App. Br. 10. However, as correctly noted by the Examiner, the demand for 
information includes the IP address of the device. Ans. 10. Thus, we agree 
with the Examiner and sustain the Examiner's rejection of claim 8. 

CONCLUSION 
The Examiner did not err in finding that Akatsu discloses: 

a. Forwarding the network address for manual resolution if the 
automated process does not generate satisfactory geolocation 
information for the network address. 

b. An automated process that runs an inexact geolocation process to 
generate the geolocation information for the network address. 
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SUMMARY 

The Examiner's decision to reject claims 1-8, 1 1-22, and 25-30 is 
affirmed. 

No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with 
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 (a)(l)(iv). 

AFFIRMED 
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